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too should be superhuman, which is not very far from
divine.

Fetishism not a primary form of religion.

My position then is simply this: It seems to me
that those who believe in a primordial fetishism have
taken that for granted which has to be proved. They
have taken for granted that every human being was
miraculously endowed with the concept of what
forms the predicate of every fetish, call it power,
spirit, or god. They have taken for granted that
casual objects, such as stones, shells, the tail of a
lion, a tangle of hair, or any such rubbish, possess in
themselves a theogonic or god-producing character,
while the fact that all people, when they have once
risen to the suspicion of something supersensuous,
infinite, or divine, have perceived its presence after-
wards in merely casual and insignificant objects, has
been entirely overlooked. They have taken for
granted that there exists at present, or that there
existed at any time, a religion entirely made up of
fetishism; or that, on the other hand, there is any
religion which has kept itself entirely free from
fetishism. My last and most serious objection, how-
ever, is that those who believe in fetishism as a
primitive and universal form of religion, have often
depended on evidence which no scholar, no historian,
would feel justified to accept. We are justified there-
fore, I think, in surrendering the theory1 that fetishism

1 I am glad to find that both Dr. Happel, in his work ' Die Anlage
ties Menschen zur Keligion,' 1878, and Professor Pfleiderer in his
* Beligionsphilosophie/ just published, take nearly the same view of
the Fetish-theory.